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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 2-3, 10, 12 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "moderate" in claim 2, line33-4 and 6, is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "moderate" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. This problem also occurs in claims 12 and 18. 

Claim 3 appears to be misdescriptive because "a first inverting logic element" (NAND 
gate) is the one receiving two inputs (i.e. the pulse signal and output of the second inverting logic 
element). 

As to claim 10, the limitation "filter module produces a second pulse signal in response to 
an edge of the processed logic signal" is misdescriptive since the filter produces signal in 
response to an edge of the processed logic signal and the processed signal is a result derived 
from the first and/or second gating devices. One cannot tell if the output the filter is a result 
from the first or second gating devices. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States, 

4. Claims 1, 6, 9, 1 1 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by the 
Farrell et al. reference (U.S. Patent 5,510,740). 

The Farrell et al discloses in figure 8 an apparatus comprising a filter 820 received an 
input signal (reset signal) 802 via a processing element 816 for producing a pulse signal 826 and 
a latch 824 coupled to the filter for latching the pulse signal as claimed in claims 1, 6, 9 and 15. 
It is noted that signal 802 is received from a terminal which is an input gating device. 

As to claim 1 1, it is inherent that there is two modes for a gating device (i.e., ON/OFF). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2-3, 7, 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Farrell et al. reference (U.S. Patent 5,510,740) in view of the Tsukikawa reference (U.S. 
Patent 6,121,812). 
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The Farrell et al discloses all the claimed invention except for having a latch element 
comprising specific components being configured as claimed. Tsukikawa discloses in figure 8 a 
latch circuit 30 comprising a first inverter 42 and a second inverting logic element (NAND gate 
43) being configured as recited in claims 2-3 and 9. It would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to replace a generic latch circuit disclosed by Farrell by the one taught by Tsukikawa 
because the skilled artisan in the art would easily recognize that a latch circuit can be 
implemented in many different ways in the art without patentable distinction. The selection 
among different designs of a latch is seen as a design expedient dependent upon the particular 
requirement of the application. 

As to claims 7 and 16, latch 30 receives a second input logic signal IN via filter 3 as 
required by claim. 

7. Claims 4-5, 13-14 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Farrell et al. reference (U.S. Patent 5,510,740) in view of the Okada reference (U.S. 
Patent 4,306,198). 

The Farrell et al discloses all the claimed invention except for having a filter element 
comprising specific components being configured as claimed. Okada discloses in figure3 an 
apparatus comprising a capacitor C coupled to the input Tl and a gating circuit, including a 
controlled impedance Q5, Q6, coupled to the capacitor such that the capacitor and an impedance 
of at least one element of the gating circuit are tuned based on the rise time and fall time of the 
input signal as required by claims 4-5 and 13-14. It is noted that an inverter is not required since 
the output of the inverter is connected to a drive transistor Ql, if the complementary type of Ql 
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is used instead. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to replace a generic filter 
circuit disclosed by Farrell by the one taught by Okada because the skilled artisan in the art 
would easily recognize that a filter circuit can be implemented in many different ways in the art 
without patentable distinction. The selection among different designs of a filter is seen as a 
design expedient dependent upon the particular requirement of the application. 

As to claim 17, the scope of this claim is similar to the combination scope of claims 9 and 
13-14. Thus, it is rejected for the same reasons set forth above. 

As to claim 18, the scope of this claim is similar to that of claims 2 or 12. Thus, it is 
rejected for the same reason(s) set forth above. 

8. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Farrell et al. 
reference (U.S. Patent 5,510,740) in view of the Tsukikawa reference (U.S. Patent 6,121,812) 
and further in view of the Okada reference (U.S. Patent 4,306,198). 

The scope of claim 8 is similar to that of claim 2. Thus, the rejection set forth above for 
claim 2 is also applicable herein. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to An T. Luu whose telephone number is 703-308-4922. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy P. Callahan can be reached on 703-308-4876. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-308-7722 for regular 
communications and 703-308-7722 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-0956. 

, An T. LuujH(/ yn y 





April 27, 2001 




